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ENTRY 
Th1.s matter came on for hear1.ng before the 01.1 and Gas Board 
of Rev1.ew on Apr1.1 28,1988 1.n the F1.rst Floor Conference Room 
Build1.ng E., Founta1.n Square, Columbus, Oh1.o pursuant to a t1.mely 
Not1.ce of Appeal filed by the Appellant. The appeal was taken 
from the Order of the Chief, D1.vis1.on of 01.1 and Gas, # 87-305 
to Appli-Tex Resources Inc, ordering the Appellant to plug or 
produce 10 wells in Wayne Township, Monroe County, Oh1.o. 
ISSUE 
The issue 1.n this Appeal is whether the Chief of the 
Division of Oil and Gas lawfully and reasonably issued 
Order 87-305 to plug or produce the Applellant's wells. 
BACKGROUND 
The appellant, Appl1.-Tex appealed the order of the Chief in 
Apr1.1, 1987. The hearing on the appeal had been scheduled before 
the April 28 meeting of the Board but had been continued at the 
request of the Appellant. Although Appellant's attorney 
requested still another continuance for the Apr1.1 28, 1988 
hear1.ng that request was denied by the Board. Neither counsel for the 
Appellant nor an off1.cer of Appl1.-Tex appeared. However, Mr. 
Robert R1.chard, a geologist and president of Raradan 01.1 Company, 
Inc. appeared on behalf of the Appellant. Mr. R1.chard explained 
that he consulted for Appl1.-Tex. He sa1.d that the company had 
purchased 35 wells of which these 10 were under a plug or produce 
order. He further stated that Appl1.-Tex d1.d not have the funds 
to plug or produce the wells and had been attempt1.ng to 1.nterest 
other part1.es to 1.nvest 1.n the wells. He agreed W1.th the 
pos~t~on of the D~v~s~on that the cond~t~on of the wells was as 
represented by Mr. Farkas, that is, the wells were not ~n a 
condit~on to produce. Mr. Farkas recited the f~ve factors l~sted 
~n Cunn~ngham v. Ohio as the tests for determin~ng whether the 
wells were capable of production. Mr. R~chard, while agree~ng 
that the 10 wells in the order, met the cr~ter~a, Appl~-Tex st~ll 
wished to have more time. 
Mr. Farkas po~nted out to the Board that the request for 
more time was the same request made a year ago. Further, App 1 i-
Tex had no plugg~ng bond and no ~nsurance as requ~red by law. 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
Based on the testimony of the w~tness, Mr. R~chards, the 
uncontested description of the cond~tion of the wells subject to 
the order and the lack of any ev~dence to contrad~ct the f~nd~ngs 
of the ~h~ef, the Board of O~l and Gas Review f~nds the Order of 
the Chief, No. 87-305 to have been lawful and reasonable and the 
Board ORDERS, that Appeal 272 ~s hereby DISMISSED and that the 
Adjud~cation Order No. 87-305 be and 
